The Bracero Program was a massive guest worker program that allowed over four million Mexican workers to migrate legally and work temporarily in the United States from 1942 to 1964. This paper examines the development impacts of the program, especially its effect on individual investments. Exploiting microdata and within person variation in migration choices, I estimate an individual fixed effects model to obtain the effect of bracero migration on the individual's decision to start a new business. Results indicate that individuals migrating as braceros were more likely to start new businesses, and that bracero trips were more likely to result in business investment than were illegal trips. Several alternative explanations are systematically eliminated. Survival analysis is used to further explore the timing of business investment and how that was related to migration. Hazard models suggest that bracero migration was associated with a greater hazard of investment. These models also suggest that illegal migration was less successful in encouraging immediate entrepreneurial activity. This provides strong evidence that the Bracero Program increased economic growth and development by spurring new investment and that this boost was greater than for other migration options at the time.
Introduction
The Bracero Program was a temporary worker program established between the United States and Mexico from 1942 to 1964. Over the life of the program, over four million agricultural workers were allowed to migrate legally to the United States to work for short periods of time at specified wages. Not only was this program advantageous to U.S. interests that obtained cheaper labor in their fields, but it potentially provided a boost to economic development in the communities in Mexico that sent braceros to the United States. The positive income shocks to bracero households might have been used for investment in activities that provided economic benefits. Much of the sociology and demography literature, however, speaks about the inextricable link between the Bracero Program and the phenomenon of illegal or undocumented migration. Controversy surrounds this guest worker program precisely because it is viewed by some as having created a gateway for undocumented migration and all of the problems that accompany it.
In this paper, I explore two distinct, yet related, questions. Firstly, I analyze whether or not bracero migration encouraged investment by individuals in productive activities, such as in starting new businesses. Secondly, I analyze whether or not bracero migration encouraged investment by individuals in these activities to a greater extent than did illegal migration. Both of these questions are a step in the direction to better understanding whether the Bracero Program, despite its problems, provided a boost to economic growth and development in those communities that sent workers to the United States.
The effect of bracero migration on entrepreneurial activity is ambiguous. In a capitalconstrained world, positive, temporary income shocks can increase business activity by households, especially in those industries that require large capital investments (Yang 2008) .
The Bracero Program provided positive income shocks to households that sent workers to the United States through relatively high wages earned working in the United States. The trip to the United States, however, was not a cheap one. These workers paid bribes, transportation, and other costs. Moreover, while working in the United States, several deductions were taken from their pay. After paying all of these expenses, the positive income shocks might not have been as great as one would think. The remainder might have been used for household consumption or for financing future trips to the United States, not for investment in potentially productive activities at home.
Likewise, the question of whether an individual migrating as a bracero was more likely than an individual migrating illegally to start a new business upon his return home is equally ambiguous. Braceros working in the United States, all else equal, surely earned higher wages than did those who worked illegally since their wage was protected by contract and was supposed to reflect the prevailing wage paid to domestic workers. Illegal workers, however, did not face all of the same deductions from their pay. The illegal workers could stay longer in the United States, thus increasing the payout to their total trip, and they had greater flexibility in moving from farm to farm to find the best opportunity. Therefore, it is not clear that the payoff to individuals migrating as braceros would be higher than the payoff to illegal migrants. Again, this question will require an empirical approach to determine whether or not there existed a premium to bracero migration in terms of post-migration investment.
In this paper, I utilize individual-level data from the Mexican Migration Project (MMP) to develop a credible empirical strategy that addresses each of these questions. One could run an OLS regression of business investment on migration behavior to answer this question, although the estimates would likely be biased by unobservable characteristics that influence both migration behavior and investment behavior. The MMP, however, provides a detailed life history for individuals in the survey, including investment, migration, and demographic characteristics for each year of his or her life. I utilize the within person variation in migration behavior to difference out any unobservable characteristics of the individual that could bias the estimation. I also estimate Cox proportional hazard models to explore the timing of business investment relative to migration behavior.
Using these methods, I find that bracero migration did indeed increase the propensity to invest in new business upon the migrant's arrival back home in Mexico. Estimates suggest that there is an 80 to 100 percent increase in the propensity to start a new business in the year following a bracero trip to the United States. I also find that illegal migration is not associated with a similar increase in entrepreneurial activity upon return home to Mexico. These estimates are robust to ruling out alternative explanations such as correlation with major demographic characteristics or a particular pattern to migration that might indicate a purposeful investment strategy. All in all, these results suggest that bracero migration did provide the means necessary for individuals to invest in productive activities at home and that there was a premium to bracero migration over illegal migration in the opportunities afforded for entrepreneurship in Mexico.
Providing answers to these research questions, I make several important contributions.
First of all, I better illuminate the migration history between the United States and Mexico, exploring the true impact of the program at the time, in spite of the criticisms and controversy found in other literatures. Second, I provide evidence that a guest worker program between the United States and Mexico could be good development policy as it encourages individuals to invest in productive activities that might spur economic growth and development. Finally, I
show that a program like the Bracero Program provides greater benefits to those that choose legal over illegal migration.
Migration and Development
Considerable work is done in the economics literature to describe the link between migration and economic development. Hildebrandt and McKenzie (2005) and McKenzie and Rapoport (2011) study the impact of current migration on human capital investment in children, examining health outcomes and educational attainment, respectively. Both papers use the same household survey data from Mexico, and both utilize an instrumental variables strategy that uses historic migration rates as an instrument for current migration rates. Using the similar empirical methodologies, Hildebrandt and McKenzie (2005) find that migration causes an increase in positive health outcomes for children, while McKenzie and Rapoport (2011) find that migration reduces educational attainment for children. Hanson and Woodruff (2003) find that children in Mexico that come from households with external migrants in the United States tend to complete more years of schooling. They conclude that remittances from migration must relax the household income constraint, allowing parents to make greater investments in their children.
In addition to these aspects of human development, other studies examine the impact of migration on investment behavior. Yang (2008) uses exchange rate shocks to show that migration from the Philippines causes increases in entrepreneurship, especially in relatively capital-intensive enterprises. He concludes that remittances earned abroad allow for this increase in investment. Woodruff and Zenteno (2007) find that migration in Mexico leads to an increase in investment in microenterprise, especially in those industries where remittances allow for individuals to relieve capital constraints. These papers provide a nice analysis of migration in general, but not of the effect in particular of a temporary worker program in the context of Mexico and the United States. Gibson and McKenzie (2010) present evidence that temporary worker programs can have significant, positive development impacts. They show that a recent program that brings Pacific Islanders to work temporarily in New Zealand has positive effects on income, consumption, durable goods consumption, and subjective well-being. Some work has been done specifically on the impacts of the Bracero Program. Reichert and Massey (1982) argue that, although the program might have provided significant sums of money for migrants to remit home, it did little to increase actual economic development in the sending communities. Sandos and Cross (1983) suggest that bracero earnings were unlikely to be used in investment, given the lack of opportunities, and so were more likely used for household consumption. Kosack (2014) shows that bracero migration increased human capital investment in the sending regions in Mexico, thereby increasing economic development. It will be important to understand whether or not the Bracero Program provided additional, positive development impacts in Mexico, such as in increase in capital investments that lead to entrepreneurial activity.
A Brief History of the Bracero Program
In 1917, the United States Congress took a first step to limit the widespread migration to the United States and passed an immigration act that required immigrants to be literate and to pay a head tax upon entry in the United States. It also prohibited entry by those immigrants that were entering as contract laborers or those individuals "who have been induced, assisted, encouraged, or solicited to migrate to this country by offers or promises of employment...to perform labor in this country of any kind, skilled or unskilled." Also during 1917 the United States entered into World War I, simultaneously depleting the agricultural sector of its labor supply and increasing demand for agricultural foodstuffs in support of the war effort. Growers appealed to the United States for an exception to the new immigration bill so that they might maintain a steady flow of contracted, migrant labor from Mexico. They were granted their exception with a provision in the new law that allowed the Commissioner General of Immigration to bypass the requirements for entry under the new act and permit temporary migration by laborers from Mexico if conditions in the labor market should so require it (Scruggs, 1960) . Thus, in 1917 growers were granted permission under this proviso to import Mexican labor and this continued, through extensions by the Secretary of Labor, well after the end of World War I, into the mid-1920s. This first episode, sometimes referred to as the ``First Bracero Program," was a unilateral policy that allowed farmers to contract directly with laborers and that placed certain demands on the farmers, such as promises to pay costs to return migrants to the border, to provide adequate housing, and to keep track of the worker while he was in the United States.
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The late 1920s and the 1930s were a time when the migration of temporary laborers from Mexico was all but stopped. The lack of war or other crisis to prompt a labor shortage as well as other developments such as the Great Depression which raised unemployment in the United States made such an importation unpopular and infeasible. As the United States found herself heavily involved in World War II, however, farmers once again called for the United States government to take action. As before, the war both greatly reduced the labor supply and increased demand for agricultural products. The farmers perceived a labor shortage and lobbied the government to allow the importation of migrant labor from Mexico for relief. This time, Mexico decided to take an active role in the process and the resulting immigration program was a bilateral effort by both the United States and Mexico.
1 For a more complete description of this program, see Scruggs (1960 Mexican government, and the farmers to whom these workers were subcontracted were required to abide by all features of the agreement. Thirdly, the workers were to be paid wages equal to the prevailing wage for domestic agricultural workers in the region, and they were guaranteed pay for time that they might spend underemployed. Finally, the workers were guaranteed paid transportation from the recruitment centers to the place of work and back to the recruitment center at the end of the contract, housing and medical care of the same level enjoyed by domestic workers, and access to a savings fund (EAS 278). This agreement did not expire with the end of World War II, but rather continued in existence until December 31, 1947 (TIAS 1968 . Additionally, considerable work is done in the sociology and demography literature to better understand the implications of programs like the Bracero Program on migrant populations. Reichert and Massey (1982) argue that, although these programs may provide significant sums of money for migrants to remit home, they do little to increase actual economic development in the sending communities and they are not truly temporary in nature. In fact, they describe how guest worker programs actually perpetuate migration, both legal and illegal, by inducing a reliance on income that can only be earned abroad. Another study uses a unique micro data set to test these theoretical hypotheses of the inherently "non-temporary" nature of these so-called temporary worker programs (Massey & Liang, 1989) . The authors find that braceros were more likely to make repeated trips to the United States, that children of braceros were likely to become migrants, and that a significant portion of braceros eventually settled permanently in the United
States.
Much has also been written specifically about the political economy of the various bracero agreements. Grove (1996) discusses the program in the context of postwar state interventionism, but specifically as a form of insurance to correct a coordination problem that occurs between agricultural labor and growers. Timing is of the utmost importance in agriculture and contracting with migrant laborers allows the grower to reduce the problems associated with relatively undependable domestic labor. Postwar state interventionism is the subject of another work that analyzes the Bracero Program in the context of competing special interests and political alliance among different regional interests (Alston & Ferrie, 1993) . They argue that the program was supported by the self-serving, regional motives of agricultural interests in the South and Southwest that desired cheap, dependable labor until technological advances, such as the mechanization of cotton, shifted their efforts away from the issue. The authors use an analysis of votes to support their argument. Basurto et al. (2001) analyze empirically the vote to extend the Bracero Program and find that legislators were influenced by the competing special interests on both sides of the debate. In his book tracing the legislative development of the Bracero Program over the course of its entire 23 year life, Craig (1971) identifies the various special interests and specific parties that were involved in each policy change. He identifies the incentives of each party and describes how the outcomes were related to relative bargaining position of each group. Table 1 gives summary statistics over all person-year observations in the panel. Table 2 gives information about how migrants compare in years when they travel as a bracero and years when they travel as an illegal migrant. On average, both illegal and bracero trips are made sometime between 27 and 28 years of age. At the time of a bracero trip, individuals are more likely to be married and have slightly more children. At the time of an illegal trip, however, individuals have slightly more years of education. In terms of assets owned, individuals tend to own more parcels of land and more properties at the time of a bracero trip. Individuals tend to own more hectares of land and more businesses at the time of an illegal 10 Person-year observations are dropped in those instances where reports of migrating or of documentation used are missing. The only types of migration considered in this analysis are bracero and illegal migration. All other reported types are dropped since, in sum, they represent a very small portion of migration to the United States.
Data
trip. At first glance, nothing stands out in terms of selection into one type of trip or the other, except for the fact that married people seem more likely to travel as a bracero than illegally.
An important aspect of the data is that I rely on information that is recalled and retrospective in nature. There are potential recall biases that must be considered when conducting the estimation. Smith and Thomas (2003) test the reliability of retrospective migration data and find that more salient events and non-local moves are much more likely to be remembered correctly than the daily details of one's life. I use migration trips that are international moves and purchases of large assets such as businesses. These are important life events and are more likely to be accurately recalled.
Empirical Strategies and Estimation

The Effect of Migration on Subsequent Business Investment
By increasing remittances to Mexico, the Bracero Program provided positive income shocks to participating households that could have been used for investment in new businesses. I investigate whether an individual who migrated as a bracero experienced greater levels of subsequent investment than an individual who did not migrate. Moreover, I exploit variation in illegal migration to see whether those who migrated illegally experienced greater levels of subsequent investment than those who did not migrate. I first estimate the model given in Equation 1.
This model includes year fixed effects to account for any macro trends that affect all individuals the same in a given year which could confound the estimates. I regress an indicator for whether or not an individual acquired a business in the next year on an indicator for whether they traveled to the United States as a bracero, an indicator for whether they traveled to the United States illegally, and year fixed effects.
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The results of the estimation are given in Column 1 of 
I regress an indicator variable for whether or not a person acquired a business in the next year on an indicator for whether or not they traveled to the United States as a bracero, an indicator for whether or not they traveled to the United States illegally, year fixed effects, and individual fixed effects.
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The results of this estimation are given in Column 2 of Table 3 . I show that an individual migrant is 0.586 percentage points more likely to acquire a business in the next year when they travel to the United States as a bracero than in years when they do not migrate. This is statistically significant at the 1% level and also economically significant. Given the average likelihood of business acquisition in the sample, this is over a 100% increase in the likelihood that an individual will acquire a business. Furthermore, the point estimate for the bracero effect increases with the inclusion of individual fixed effects. This implies that the estimates in Column 1 are negatively biased and might be evidence of negative selection on unobservable characteristics into bracero migration. For instance, if ability is a time invariant individual characteristic that leads to more business acquisition, then these results imply those with lower ability select into bracero migration. Again, there is no statistically significant effect of illegal migration on subsequent business acquisition.
The individual fixed effects model accounts for all time invariant, unobservable individual characteristics that could cause a bias in the estimates. It might be the case that individual-specific factors that do vary over time are correlated with both bracero migration and subsequent business acquisition. If this is true, then the estimates I obtain in the individual fixed effects model are still plagued by omitted variables bias.
For example, it might be the case that individual migration patterns are linked to certain milestones in their lives. People might be more likely to migrate as braceros when they have 13 These results are for the estimation of a Linear Probability Model. 
I regress an indicator variable for whether or not an individual acquires a business in the next year on an indicator for whether or not the individual migrated as a bracero, an indicator for whether or not the individual migrated illegally, a vector of controls (including marital status, age, number of children, and educational attainment), year fixed effects, and individual fixed effects.
14 The results of this estimation are given in Column 1 of Table 4 . The inclusion of these time-varying, individual characteristics does not change the estimates for the bracero effect on subsequent business acquisition in any substantial way. 15 It is still the case that a bracero trip leads to greater than a 100% increase in the average likelihood that an individual acquires a business. Furthermore, all of the controls have the expected sign (as explained previously). It does not appear that lifestyle or milestone "shocks" to an individual can account for the positive effect of bracero migration on business acquisition.
14 The results are given for a Linear Probability Model. 15 They don't change the result for illegal migration either.
It is possible that there remain unobservable shocks that an individual faces which affect both the decision to migrate as a bracero and the ability to invest in new businesses. It is important to note, however, that the shocks which drove most people to bracero migration were negative shocks. Failed crops, extreme poverty, drought, and other events which made life hard at home induced many to leave their families and make the long, arduous trip to the United
States. These extreme, negative shocks are likely to be negatively correlated with new business investment. Households that are facing conditions that make it hard to survive are unlikely to have the means to invest in new businesses. Thus, any remaining problems from omitted or unobserved factors are likely to cause my estimates to be negatively biased. The bias works against the positive effect on bracero migration that I find, and my estimate is likely to be a lower bound on the true effect.
In all versions of the model that I estimate, I find a statistically and economically significant, positive effect of bracero migration on business investment. All of the fixed effects regressions show a negative, statistically insignificant effect for illegal migration on business acquisition. This would imply that bracero migration provides a greater boost to individual investment in the next period than illegal migration.
The estimated effect of bracero migration is identified from two different types of people.
The first type of person is a person that chooses only to migrate as a bracero over the time from 1942 to 1964. The second type of person is a person that chooses to migrate both as a bracero and as an illegal migrant during that time. The estimate is simply a weighted average over these two types. Similarly, the estimated effect of illegal migration is identified from two types of people. The first type of person is a person that chooses to migrate only illegally over the time from 1942 to 1964. The second type of person is the person that chooses both bracero and illegal trips over that time. Again, the estimate is simply a weighted average over these two types.
These three types of individuals are likely to be very different and perhaps have different motives for migration. The estimated bracero effect might be most representative of "bracero only" types that choose bracero migration because they are most suited for it or because they are most suited to reap the benefits. To better understand the estimated impact of bracero migration relative to illegal migration, I separate this effect. The effect on those individuals with both bracero and illegal migration experience will give a good idea of how the effect of bracero migration compares to the effect of illegal migration for those individuals that are actually willing to choose between the two types. Table 5 . The bracero interaction term is positive. This reveals that the bracero effect for types that switch between bracero and illegal migration is actually more positive than the effect for those that only choose bracero migration. Likewise, the illegal interaction term is negative. This reveals that the illegal effect for types that switch between bracero and illegal migration is actually more negative that the effect for those that only choose illegal migration. Thus, I find no evidence that the business acquisition "premium" to bracero migration is a result of a bracero "type" effect. In fact, I find that the premium to bracero migration is actually larger for those that avail themselves of the full menu of migration options.
Secondly, I estimate the model in Equation 2 for the 240 individuals in the sample that are "switchers" or that choose both bracero and illegal migration over the time of the program.
The results of this estimation are given in Column 2 of Table 5 . I find that for "switcher" types, bracero trips are associated with a one percentage point increase in the likelihood of acquiring a business in the next year. Comparing this to the average level of business acquisition in the total sample, this is a 200% increase in the average likelihood of business acquisition. It is economically significant and statistically significant at the 10% level. I am not surprised by the loss in statistical significance since the sample size is dramatically reduced. Illegal trips are associated with a negative effect on subsequent business acquisition, although this estimate is not statistically significant. This is further evidence that for those individuals who can be reasonably expected to choose between and take both bracero trips and illegal trips, the trips as braceros were much more advantageous in terms of their ability to contribute to subsequent investments.
There seems to be a business acquisition "premium" to bracero migration relative to illegal migration.
This might not be a true premium if there is a systematic pattern to individual migration.
If "switchers" choose illegal migration for specific purposes and bracero migration for specific purposes, the estimated gap might simply be a result of this pattern. This evidence suggests that there is no systematic pattern to illegal and bracero migration for "switcher" types, in terms of the order of the trips that are taken.
A final possibility to consider is trip duration. It might be that bracero migrants are more likely to start a business in the year following the trip because they are more likely to be home that year. If illegal trips to the United States lasted longer, then the effect on business starts might not appear until some years later. In Table 6 I explore this possibility. I regress an indicator for whether or not an individual started a business in the current year on an indicator for whether he left for a trip in any of the five years previous, the current year, or any of the five years after, for both bracero and illegal trips. The results show that only taking a trip as a bracero to the United States in at least one of the five years prior causes an increase to start a new business in the propensity to start a new business. These results suggest that, at least on a five year lag, it is not the delay from longer trips abroad driving the difference between the effect of bracero and illegal trips.
Survival Analysis to Investigate the Timing of Business Investment
In order to explore the timing of business decisions, I use survival or duration analysis.
In this case, the analysis will describe the time to "failure," which is an individual's time to In Figure 7 , I show the Kaplan-Meier survival estimates for the entire sample. A visual inspection of the graph reveals that by the end of the analysis time only 75% of those at risk remain without a business. This evidence suggests that although not common, people in the sample were starting businesses. In Figure 8 , I show the Kaplan-Meier failure estimates for the entire sample. These show the inverse of the estimates in Figure 7 . By the end of the analysis time 25% of those at risk had "failed" by starting new businesses. Again, this shows that people in the sample were starting new businesses.
The Kaplan-Meier estimates do not show how covariates affect the hazard of starting a new business in the sample. I utilize a Cox proportional hazards regression model to explore the effect of covariates on new business starts. 17 The results of the estimation are reported in Table   7 . In Column 1, I regress the time to starting the first business on an indicator for whether the individual took a trip to the United States as a bracero in the previous year. I find that bracero migration in the previous year increases the hazard of starting a new business by 87.5%
16 This bound on the right hand side can be adjusted higher to account for longer-post migration periods of observation. 17 The Cox model does not require any specification or parameterization of the baseline hazard function. It only requires the assumption that the shape of the hazard function is the same for all subjects. I am currently working on tests of this proportionality assumption and so they are not included in this draft. compared to baseline, an effect that is both statistically and economically significant. I also find that other types of migration increase the hazard of new business creation, but these are not as significant. In Column 2, I regress the time to starting the first business on an indicator for whether the individual took an illegal trip to the United States in the previous year. I find that illegal migration in the previous year is associated with a 69.4% increase in the baseline hazard of starting a new business. This is smaller than the bracero effect and is only statistically significant at the 10% level. In Column 3 I include both indicators in the same regression and find consistent results. A bracero trip in the previous year is associated with a statistically significant 88.9% increase in the baseline hazard of starting a new business, while an illegal trip in the previous year is only associated with a 73.9% increase in the baseline hazard. Columns 4 through 6 repeat the same regressions, but include both year of birth and state of birth fixed effects. These account for any temporal or spatial factors that could confound the estimates. The resulting estimates are very similar to those in the first three columns. Bracero migration in the previous year is associated with a statistically significant increase in the hazard of starting a new business while an illegal trip in the previous year is associated with a smaller and less statistically significant increase in the same hazard. Overall, this analysis shows that a bracero trip in the previous year is associated with an increase of 80 to 90 percent in the baseline hazard of starting a new business.
Concluding Remarks
The Bracero Program provided individual bracero migrants with greater income than what they could earn at home. I show that the braceros did indeed use these positive shocks to their income to make subsequent investments in productive assets, such as new businesses.
These new businesses likely provided a boost to economic growth and development in the communities that sent braceros to the United States. This shows that guest worker programs can be used as effective development policy to help encourage investment in poor areas.
Furthermore, I show that there was a business acquisition "premium" to bracero migration.
Individuals who made bracero trips were more likely to make subsequent investments in new businesses than those who made illegal trips to the United States. Despite the criticisms that there was little difference between bracero and illegal migration, I show that there were real returns to bracero migration that did not accrue to illegal migration. 
